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Claudia Liseth Coronado, a native and citizen of Guatemala, petitions for

review of the Board of Immigration Appeals (“BIA”) order dismissing her appeal
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from an Immigration Judge’s order denying her application for asylum and
withholding of removal. To the extent we have jurisdiction, it is conferred by

8 U.S.C. § 1252. We review for substantial evidence, Limv. INS 224 F.3d 929,
933 (9th Cir. 2000), and we dismiss in part and deny in part the petition for
review.

We lack jurisdiction to review the BIA’s order denying Coronado’s asylum
application as untimely. See Ramadan v. Gonzales, 427 F.3d 1218, 1222
(9th Cir. 2005) (holding that the Court lacks jurisdiction to review the agency’s
determination that an asylum application was not filed within one year after the
last entry into the United States).

Substantial evidence supports the BIA’s determination that Coronado does
not possess a reasonable fear of future persecution. Although Coronado testified
that she witnessed guerillaskill her brother in 1980, and that guerillas threatened
her and her family, she also testified that her father continuesto live in Guatemala
without incident. Neither her testimony, nor any other evidence in therecord,
compels the conclusion that Coronado showed a “clear probability” that she will
be persecuted upon returning to Guatemala. See INSv. Stevic, 467 U.S. 407, 424,
429-30 (1984) (describing the standards for withholding of removal); INSv. Elias-

Zacarias, 502 U.S. 478, 483-84 (1992) (requiring a court to uphold an agency



decision unless the record compels a contrary result). Consequently, substantial
evidence supports the BIA’ s order denying withholding of removal. Coronado’s
remaining contentions lack merit.

The voluntary departure period was stayed, and that stay will expire upon
issuance of the mandate. See Desta v. Ashcroft, 365 F.3d 741, 750 (9th Cir. 2004).

PETITION FOR REVIEW DISMISSED in part; DENIED in part.



